The drive for EPI certainly resonates with the political ambition to 'modernise' government and promote 'joined-up government' (Jordan 2002: 46). However, the extent to which such shifts create space for EPI is moot. As Cowell and Martin (2003) (Jessop 1997; Jordan 2001; Kooiman 2003; Macleod and Goodwin 1999; Pierre and Peters 2000; Rhodes 1996) . As Cowell and Murdoch (1999: 654) (Rein and Schön 1991) 
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Slow progress in addressing environmental concerns has revealed the inadequacy of policy frameworks which disaggregate and isolate environmental concerns. In t h i s p a p e r , w e f o c u s o n t h e i s s u e o f U

. This diverse literature has contributed much to the ongoing conceptual clarification of EPI and its relation to the pursuit of environmental policy objectives. However, analysis has focused on the integration of environmental objectives within and between existing policy sectors at international and national scales of governing. Relatively little attention has been given to the results of EPI processes at the 'sharp end' of implementation, the only context in which the benefits of EPI ultimately
can be realised (Jordan 1999) .
In this paper, we focus on local arenas of policy and practice to develop an analysis of EPI taking place in the specific field of UK municipal waste policy (MWP). We draw on research conducted between November 2003 and October 2005, which examined the changing UK waste policy landscape and the processes and practices of governing municipal waste in NorthEast England. The political saliency of waste has risen rapidly in the UK.
Although municipal waste (all wastes for which local authorities have designated responsibility) represents only around 10% of the total waste generated in the UK each year (DEFRA 2006a) , it attracts widespread political and public attention as an issue which is emblematic of environmental concern. The UK as a whole has performed relatively poorly on municipal waste management compared to European averages and best practice. For example in 2000-01, the UK recycled just 12% of its municipal waste, compared to 52% in Germany and 47% in the Netherlands (COSU 2002) . In England, the North-East region has one of the highest levels of waste arising per household and the largest increase in regional waste arisings, as well as having amongst the lowest household recycling rates (DEFRA 2006b 
At its most basic, EPI can be seen as an "operational principle to implement
and institutionalise the idea of sustainable development" (Lenschow 2002b: 6 (Lenschow 2002b ). In 1987 , The Brundtland Report (WCED 1987 (CEC 1973: 6) , an articulation of the basic premise of EPI which was restated in subsequent EAPs (Lafferty and Hovden 2003 (Lenschow 2002b) .
In this context, a substantial literature has developed which analyses the processes and progress of EPI. The historical progress of the principle has
been traced (Lenschow 2002b; Liberatore 1997) (Collier 1997; Hertin and Berkhout 2003; Lenschow 1997 Lenschow , 2002a Liberatore 1997 Lafferty and Hovden (2003) (Jordan and Lenschow 2000; Lenschow 2002b; Weale and Williams 1993 Jordan and Lenschow (2000) recognise that the multilevel nature of EPI extends to sub-national spheres, and Lenschow (2002c) (Lenschow 2002d (Cowell and Martin 2003: 160) The drive for EPI certainly resonates with the political ambition to 'modernise' government and promote 'joined-up government' (Jordan 2002: 46) . However, the extent to which such shifts create space for EPI is moot. As Cowell and Martin (2003) (Jessop 1997; Jordan 2001; Kooiman 2003; Macleod and Goodwin 1999; Pierre and Peters 2000; Rhodes 1996) . As Cowell and Murdoch (1999: 654) (Rein and Schön 1991) 
has been applied t o a n a l y s i s o f E P I i n d i f f e r e n t c o n t exts, noticeably in analysis at the
European level (Jachtenfuchs 1996 , Lenschow and Zito 1998 , Sedelmeier 2002 .
However, there is a tendency to see policy paradigms as sets of ideas, or a specific cognitive framework, with consequences for institutional arrangements. As Jordan and Greenaway (1998) discuss, the classic meaning of paradigm inherited from the work of Thomas Kuhn (1970) (DoE 1995) recognised that the recycling and composting rate stood at just 6%, and by 1999, A Way Wi h Waste (DETR 1999) (Davoudi 2000; DoE 1992; 1995 
Statements such as these recognise that the changing requirements of MWP rely on an expanding network of relationships with diverse partners.
However, analysis of current UK MWP reveals profoundly limited progress towards policy integration for environmental objectives.
As discussed above, the progress achieved in UK MWP has been driven primarily by the requirements of EU legislation, which has been enacted as a matter of reshaping the activities of local authorities through the application of statutory targets by central government -both in the form of targets for recycling and composting and in the shape of allowances for the amount of biodegradable waste sent to landfill. In addition, the government has responded to the increasing costs of MWP by providing additional resources to local authorities. This has partly been through increased core funding, but many of the local authority initiatives which have enabled significant progress, especially against recycling and composting targets, have been funded by competitively allocated grants.
What is distinctive about this recent phase of vertical integration when examined in relation to EPI is the extent to which it moves beyond the historically established concern that waste is managed in accordance with
of a Municipal Waste Management Strategy (MWMS). On the side of land use planning DCLG, (at the time ODPM) until recently required a Waste Local Plan or equivalent provision (WLP). 5 Logically, production of the two documents would run in concert with each other, with the strategic document (MWMS) shaping the planning document (WLP). However there is often limited integration of the two processes and it is not
